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ABSTRACT

Differentiating Educational Needs o f North American
and Non-North American Tradeshow Exhibitors

bv

Hanna Park

Dr. Curtis Love, Examination Committee Chair
Assistant Professor o f Tourism and Conventions
University o f Nevada, Las Vegas

The purpose o f this study is to determine what educational demands exhibitors
have to ensure a successful trade show and how these demands are different among North
American and Non-North American trade show exhibitors. In addition, the educational
topics, the educational format, and the timing o f education provided by show
management for exhibitors, will be identified. The data collection method for this study
was a structured, self-administered survey questionnaire.
This study was also designed to measure the overall perceived importance score of
educational information for North American and Non-North American exhibitors and
compare different perceptions toward the information among the exhibitors, a total o f
197 International CES exhibitors’ responses to specially designed questions were
analyzed. The sample includes subjects from 13 different countries.

Ill
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The findings show that there are significant differences needed in educational
topics between North American and non-North American exhibitors and by demographic
variables as well. Moreover, the findings demonstrate that show satisfaction and
perceived importance o f exhibitor education are positively related. Based on the research
findings practical implications for the tradeshow industry are discussed and suggestions
for future research are offered.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION
Tradeshows are events designed for the “particular purpose o f displaying and
selling goods to pre-qualified buyers in a specific market segment and typically take
place at regular intervals” (Morrow, 1997, p.l2). Tradeshows are the oldest form o f live
marketing and selling medium (Miller, 1999; Morrow, 1997; Cavanaugh, 1976), still,
tradeshows are one o f most powerful sales and marketing tools and a cost effective way
o f reaching new prospects (Miller, 1999).
The most common and popular objectives o f tradeshow identified by researchers
are (a) attracting and identifying prospects, (b) servicing current customers, (c)
introducing new products, (d) gathering competitive product information, and (e)
enhancing corporate image and moral (Shoham, 1992; Black. 1986; Bonoma, 1983;
Cavanagh, 1976). Tradeshows offer an effective way to promote business by bringing
buyer and seller together in one location (Konikow, 1979). Exhibitors use tradeshows to
mark their progress in comparison to other providers, keep in touch with existing
customers, and develop new relationships (Morrow, 1997; Shoham, 1992; Moriarty &
Spekman, 1984). At tradeshows, messages are delivered to a large number o f pre
qualified buyers (Parasuraman, 1981; O'Hara, 1993). In addition, tradeshows are an
excellent opportunity for introducing new products and determining new product
acceptance (Barczak & Bello, 1990).

I
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Tradeshow managers know that long-term business relationships with exhibitors
are the core o f tradeshows. They also have noticed that “recruiting new exhibitors is lot
more time-consuming, costly, and challenging” (Friedmann. 1999, p .2 1).
Tradeshows do have some other weaknesses. For example, (a) participation is
expensive, (b) value or return per dollar spent is unknown, and (c) efficient measurement
o f tradeshow effectiveness is difficult (Bonoma, 1983). It is also difficult at a tradeshows
to capture a prospect’s attention (Weylman, 1992; Herbig & O ’Hara, 1993). Large shows
are often crowded and have confusing environments. Labor problems and unions can
frustrate exhibitors and increase costs from the proliferation and frequency o f shows
(Herbig, O ’hara, & Palrumbo, 1997; Murphy, 1990).
Many researchers have addressed the following factors affecting tradeshow
performance: (a) the type o f show, (b) the size o f the booth (in terms o f total attendance),
(c) the show expenditure (Herbig & O ’Hara, 1993; Gopalakrishna & Williams, 1992;
Kerin & Com, 1987, Dekimpe, Francois, Gopalakrishina, Lilien, & Van den Bulte, 1997),
and (d) effectiveness o f booth personnel (Gopalakrishna & Lilien, 1995; Chonko &
Tanner, 1995; Bello, 1992; Bello & Lohtia, 1993; Herbig & O’Hara, 1993; Sashi &
Perretty, 1992). Although some researchers (Miller, 1997; Kem, 1990) have realized that
the education o f exhibitors is a critical factor for the successful performance o f the
exhibitions, little has been discussed regarding the type or content o f the education
needed in regard to exhibitor demographic characteristics. The nationality o f the
exhibitors (Dekimpe et al., 1997) has rarely been considered in research done on the
objectives o f different tradeshows. Similarly, exhibitor education is seldom found in
tradeshow research.
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International tradeshows have received increased attention as a way to explore
foreign markets (Hansen, 1999) by making direct contact with a large number o f potential
buyers quicker, easier, and cheaper than any other sources (Balogh & Sharland. 1996;
Gopalakrishna & Williams; 1992; Herbig, O ’Hara, & Palumbo, 1993). .According to
Dekimpe et al. (1997) and Kijewski, Yoon, & Young, (1993), different performance
standards should be used when participating in different countries. Domestic shows
emphasize attendance and lead generation, while marketing synergy, staffing, and
environment are more important at international shows (Kijewski et al., 1993).
Miller (1997) and Freidmann (1996) suggested exhibitor education was an
important responsibility for show management and one of the most valuable ways to
make exhibitors successful. Miller (1997) also stated that show management should
provide different training techniques for different types of exhibitors to improve
performance. By providing various exhibitor education programs, show management can
meet each exhibitor’s differing needs and enhance exhibitor satisfaction (Kem, 1990).
While these studies include valuable information, there is a clear need for
research on the topic o f the differentiating educational needs o f exhibitors. The current
study attempts to investigate if there is any particular educational content that exhibitors
need for successful tradeshow performance and how these needs are different among
exhibitors based on country o f origin and other demographic variables.
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Purpose o f the Study
The purpose o f this study is to investigate whether there is a need for exhibitor
education in the tradeshow industry and to identify the educational content perceived
important to obtain maximum performance and achieve successful and profitable
tradeshows. In particular, this study examines the perceptions o f educational needs o f
two geographically different groups; those from North America and those from outside o f
North America. In addition, the types and topics o f education that might be provided by
show management for the exhibitor will be also identified.

Statement o f the Problem
Growing numbers o f exhibitors are coming from overseas to participate in North
American tradeshows. Their tradeshow participation is critical for United States show
management, therefore, to ensure their repeated patronage, these following questions
must be investigated: (a) How does show management provide services and value to the
international exhibitor?; and (b) Can show management treat the international exhibitor
the same way as the United States exhibitor?
There are some exhibitor education programs and seminars for the United States
corporations and exhibitors, yet it is hard to find tailored educational services and tips for
both American and international exhibitors participating tradeshows in the United States.
A show manager's awareness o f the culture and the customs o f international
exhibitors can determine the success o f an event. Many show managers and industry
experts (Miller, 1997; Kem, 1990; Freidmann, 1999) in the United States address the
importance of exhibitor training or educational programs for domestic companies who
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exhibit shows. However, there are few publications or help guides for international
exhibitors. As the international segment grows, the issue o f education needs to be
addressed.

Importance o f the study
Frequently, the majority o f tradeshows focus on buyers, and very little attention is
given to the exhibitors. With rising exhibition costs, growing global competition, and
increasing financial commitments to technological advancement, show management and
exhibitors must better manage their tradeshow efforts.
While, many researches have dealt with topics about buyer behavior at
tradeshows (Rosson & Seringhaus, 1995; Bello, 1992; Balogh & Sharland, 1996) and the
effectiveness or performance o f the tradeshows ( Bello & Barczak, 1990; O ’hara &
Herbig, 1993; Rosson & Seringhaus, 1998; Sashi & Prerretty, 1992), few deal with
exhibitors and show management. The primary purpose o f the current study is to
examine exhibitor education need to achieve a successful tradeshow or obtain maximum
performance. Unlike any other previous studies regarding tradeshows, the exhibitors will
be considered collectively as well as in groups (international and domestic). Show
managements may increase exhibitors’ satisfaction and performance at tradeshows, if
they provide customized exhibitor education based on the characteristics o f the exhibitors.
Different types o f exhibitors may require different types o f training or educational topics.
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Research Guidelines for the Study
The following three questions were investigated:
1. To what extent do the exhibitors o f the Consumer Electronic Show (CES)
perceive education regarding strategies to maximize performance o f the
tradeshow as important?
2. Based on exhibitors needs, what educational content is required?
3. Do exhibitors have different educational needs depending on their demographic
characteristics?

Definitions
Attendance*: Number of people at show or exhibit.
Attendee*: One who attends an exposition. May also be referred to as delegate or visitor,
but should not be used for "exhibitor."
Attraction efficiencv: The effectiveness o f a booth to attract members of its target
audience with attention getting techniques, pre-show promotions, size o f booth, and
strategic location (Gopalakrishna & Lilien, 1995).
Consumer: In this study, the consumer is defined from the perspective o f show
management and is the exhibitor.
Contact efficiencv: The performance o f the booth personnel measured by factors under a
firm ’s control, such as booth staffing and personnel training (Gopalakrishna & Lilien,
1995).
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Conversion efficiencv: The ability o f sales people to turn a contact into a lead. It is
dependent on uncontrollable factors such as the firm’s reputation in the industry and the
quality o f company products relative to competition (Gopalakrishna & Lilien. 1995).
Drayage*: Delivery o f exhibit materials from the dock to an assigned exhibit space,
removing empty crates, returning crates at the end o f show for recrating. and delivering
materials back to dock for carrier loading.
Freight*: Exhibit properties, products, and other materials shipped for an exhibit. In this
study used ‘booth shipping” instead o f freight.
Horizontal show*: A show displaying a wide range o f products and services that are
loosely related; for example, a computer show
Lead efficiencv: The actual number o f leads obtained at the show divided by potential
leads available at the show, where potential leads is the number o f visitors at the show
who had definite plans to buy, in the near future (usually six to twelve months), the class
o f products produced by the firm. The number o f leads equals lead efficiency times
potential leads available (Gopalakrishna & Williams, 1992).
Memorabilitv: A measurement o f the number o f attendees who saw the e.xhibit and
remembered the company’s name, its products, or both at a given time after a tradeshow
(CEIR study # 5040).
North American exhibitors: In this study, the term, “North American exhibitors”
indicates the Americans only.
Non-North American exhibitors: In this study, this term indicates exhibitors from outside
o f United States.
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Tactical variables: Attention-getting techniques, pre-show promotions, booth space,
personal promotional variables, number o f booth personnel, training o f booth personnel,
etc (Gopalakrishna & Lilien, 1995).
Tradeshows: Events for the specific purpose of displaying and selling goods to end users
or pre-qualified buyers in a particular market segment that typically take place at regular
intervals (Morrow, 1997).
Vertical show*: A show displaying products and services aimed at a well-defined market:
for example, computer products for engineering design and construction.

*A11 definitions o f terms are from International Association for Exhibition Management’s
(lAEM)

website

(http://www.expoweb.com/ResourceCenter/glossarv.htm). otherwise

stated separately.
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CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF THE RELATED LITERATURE
Overview
Tradeshows are known by several names. Generally used terms in North
America and Europe include expositions, exhibitions, trade fairs, scientific or technical
conferences, and conventions (Miller, 1999, Morrow, 1997). The names identified with
the activity may differ and be used interchangeably, but the basic role o f the activity
remains the sam e -a major industry marketing event (Mee, 1988).
Tradeshows are described as events for the specific purpose o f displaying and
selling goods to end users or pre-qualified buyers in a particular market segment and
typically take place at regular intervals. Tradeshows are also defined as events that bring
together, in a single location, a group o f suppliers (Black, 1986). Morrow (1997, p. 12)
defined an exposition as “a temporary, time-sensitive market place organized by an
individual or corporation, where buyer and seller interact for the express purpose o f
purchasing displayed goods or services, either at the time o f presentation or at a future
date.”
Tradeshows are the oldest form o f live marketing and selling medium (Miller,
1999; Morrow, 1997; Cavanaugh, 1976). Tradeshows can create industry buying and
selling cycles and are a unique selling environment (Morrow, 1997) because the buyer
comes to the seller. “Tradeshows are a cost-effective method for sellers to market
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products and services and for buyers to purchase them” (Morrow, p.58). They create a
one-stop, industry specific shopping experience (Morrow, 1997). Tradeshows are still
one o f most powerful sales and marketing tools and low-cost ways o f reaching new
prospects. “No matter what size and type o f the show, an exhibitor's goal should always
be the same—to measurably achieve overall firm’s sales and marketing objectives”
(Miller. 1999, p.xiii).

Facts, Figures, and Trends
According to Tradeshow Week (Genoist, 2001), tradeshows gained growth in net
square feet o f exhibit space (3.2 percent), numbers o f exhibiting companies at shows
(3.Apercent), and attendance (2.8 percent) in 2000. The average exhibit space rate per
square foot was 520.94 (3.2 percent) over the same period. In 2000, the top 200
tradeshow experienced 66 percent o f shows increased in net square feet, 56 percent rose
in exhibiting companies, and 57 percent rose in attendance over 1999 (Lewis, 2001).
More company money is spent on tradeshows than on magazine, radio, and outdoor
advertising. Only newspapers and television receive substantially greater advertising
funds (Miller, 1999).
Center for Exhibition Industry Research is now conducting a new census, which
investigates all exhibitions that occupy at least 3,000 net square feet o f space and include
at least ten exhibiting companies. A 2000 census so far reports more than 12,000
exhibitions are held in the North America annually. The census currently identifies
12.188 events with, 11,097 taking place in the United States and 1,091 taking place in
Canada (CEIR Direct, 2001). This new census should be completed by 2002. Moreover,
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Il
through 2004, almost 100 new and expanded venues will add more than 14 million
square feet o f new exhibit space and three million square feet of meeting space (Mather.
2000d).
The Tradeshow Week 200 (Lewis, 2001) indicates that the tradeshow industry
posted strong gains o f a 40 percent growth rate in net square feet from 49.8 million net
square feet in 1990 to 69.8 million net square feet in 2000. Also the top 200 tradeshows
had a 28.32 percent growth rate in number o f exhibiting companies, increasing from
160,014 to 205,333 and a 20.47 percent growth rate in annual professional attendance
from 3.96 million to 4.77 million over ten years.
In 2000. tradeshow spending was estimated to be between $67 and S84 billion.
Tradeshow attendees alone spent in excess o f S7 billion annually and the industry
produces over S 10 billion a year in taxes. In addition, the tradeshow industry supports
the equal of around one million full-time jobs (McGlincy, 2000).
According to the Ducate (1999, p.33), “increased participation by multinationals
is a major contributor to the growth o f booth sales (exhibitors) and attendance. Many
exhibition sponsors now routinely report double-digit increases in the number o f overseas
attendees.”
Over the past few years, the exhibition industry has faced many new challenges
as well as uncertainties in the economy and increased competition. Show management
and exhibitors must continually find new ways to attract new attendees and maintain
relationships with existing attendees. Tradeshows have been and probably will be the
number one source for providing business opportunities between buyer and sellers (Miller,
1999).
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Tradeshow Objectives
The most common and popular objectives identified by researchers are (a)
attracting and identifying prospects, (b) servicing current customers, (c) introducing new
products, (d) gathering competitive product information, and (e) enhancing corporate
image and moral (Shoham, 1992; Black, 1986; Bonoma. 1983; Cavanagh. 1976).
Bonoma (1983) and Shoham ( 1992) have distinguished the two categories of
tradeshow objectives as selling (sales oriented) and non-selling (non-sales oriented)
objectives. “Selling objectives relate directly to contact with customers and generate
revenue and non-selling objectives relate to the image o f the organization or firm and
include advertising objectives other than immediate profit” (Adams & Browning. 1988.
p.33). Selling and non-selling objectives defined by several researchers are summarized
in the Table 1.

Advantages and Disadvantages of Tradeshows
Advantages
Tradeshows have unique characteristics that no other promotional method can
match (Shashi & Perretty, 1992). First, tradeshows offer an effective and efficient way to
promote business to the consumers by bringing buyer and seller together (Konikow,
1979; Morrow, 1997). They also provide the opportunity to affect multiple stages o f the
industrial buying process in one location (Moriarty & Spekman, 1984).
Second, Morrow (1997, p. 18) mentioned “exhibitors use tradeshows to gain
competitive advantage and mark their progress in comparison to other providers in a
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particular industry because the tradeshow environment is ideal to discover about a
competitor’s products and services.”
Third, exhibitors also use tradeshows to maintain relationships with existing
customers and as an opportunity to explore new customers. The tradeshow provides the
opportunity for face to face interaction with customers, assistance in solving customer
problems, and instant and personal feedback (Morrow, 1997; Shoham, 1992; Moriarty &
Spekman, 1984).

Table 1. Selling and Non-selling Objectives at Tradeshows
Selling Objectives
•
■
•
■

Bonoma, 1983

Sales
Problem solving
Prospects identification
M aintenance o f relationships
with current custom ers
■ Developm ent o f relationships
with potential custom ers
•
Dissem ination o f facts about
product, services, and personnel
■
■
■

Adams &
Browning, 1988

On-site sales
Access to key decision-m akers
Identification o f prospective
buyers
■ D issem ination o f product
inform ation

Shoham, 1992

•
■
■
■
■

Sales
Introduction o f new products
New product testing
Channel m anagem ent
Problems solving

N on-selling Objectives

•

M aintenance and creation o f
com pany im age
■ C om petitive intelligence
gathering
■ M aintenance and enhancem ent
o f corporate m orale
■ Product testing and evaluation

■
■
•
•
■

C reation o f m arket awareness
M arket intelligence gathering
Product testing
O n-site sales training
M aintenance, enhancem ent, or
m odification o f com pany im age

■
■
■

Intelligence gathering
R elationship with suppliers
Identification o f new and
existing com petitors
•
E nhancem ent and m aintenance
o f m orale and im age
■ G eneration o f new product

ideas
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Fourth, tradeshows offer the chance for a message to be delivered to a large
number of qualified, interested people. Industry research shows that tradeshows are the
number-one choice for buyers to make purchasing decisions (Tanner, 1997). Typically, a
single salesperson can only make three to four sales calls in one day. However, during
one day of a tradeshow, that same salesperson can make 20 to 30 contacts. Tradeshows
cost about 30 percent less to reach a tradeshow visitor than field calls. On average, it
costs S233 per visitor reached at a tradeshow. That same sales call would cost $302 in
the field. An average of 1.3 follow-up calls are needed to close a sale produced from a
tradeshow lead, but an average o f 3.7 personal sales calls are needed to close a nontradeshow lead. In fact, 48 percent of tradeshow leads require no sales calls to close. In
other words, an average o f $625 is needed to close a sale that produced with a tradeshow
lead compared to SI, 117 to close a non-tradeshow lead (Wilkie, 2000). Tradeshows rank
second, behind personal selling, in influencing buying decisions o f industrial purchases
(Parasuraman, 1981; O'Hara, 1993).
Fifth, tradeshows are an e.xcellent way o f introducing new products, a costeffective method of evaluating new product acceptance (Barczak & Bello, 1990), and
major element in vendor evaluation and recognition (Barczak & Bello, 1990; Moriarty &
Spekman, 1984).
Lastly, tradeshow attendees spend an average S215.41 per person per day in
United States (Bomenblit, 2001). Tradeshow attendees spend at least S 1,000 at
tradeshow host city. This is a positive impact on local economics in convention and
tradeshow cities in the United States. In case o f international attendees, they spend an
average S322 per person to attend the tradeshow according to the 2001 corporate travel
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index (Cohen, 2001). Table 2 presents the major tradeshow advantages defined by
industry researchers.

Table 2. Advantage of Tradeshows
•Advantages o f T radeshow s

Konikow. 1979

M oriarty
& Spekm an. 1984

Poorani. 1996

I.
2.
3.
4.

O pportunity for the seller and buyer to meet face-to-face
Pre-selected audience with specified interests
Product com parison and discuss problem s
Buying process can be shortened

I.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

O pportunity to affect m ultiple stages o f the industrial buying
process in one location
Create aw areness in new prospects
Reinforce existing custom er relationships
Provide product dem onstrations for evaluation
Establish relationships between vendors and prospects
Allow sales o f products on the spot
Influence the industrial buying process during the need
recognition and vendor evaluation stages o f the purchase
process

1.
2.
3.
4.

Reach 8 to B m arket
Improve im age
Gain im m ediate feedback on new product & serv ices
Less expensive than personal sales calls.

1.

Opportunity to explore and attain com petitive information
and advantage
Ideal m edium to learn about a com petitor’s products
C om pare efforts at a grass root level
Stay in touch w ith existing clients and develop new
relationships
Cost effective m edium available for bringing buyer and seller
together
O pportunity to talk one-on-one to clients
Aid in client problem solving and to gain im m ediate and
personal feedback

2.
3.
4.
M orrow, 1997
5.
6.
7.
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Disadvantages
On the other hand, tradeshows do have weaknesses. First, they are expensive for
both exhibitors and attendees (Bonoma, 1983). According to the Tradeshow Week, an
average exhibit space rental cost is S 20.97 per square feet and the highest one is S 58.95
per square feet (Lewis. 2001). For example. International CES charged $30 per square
foot, so the smallest booth (100 square feet) space cost $3,000; this is only for the space.
Furthermore, exhibit space costs only represent 29 percent o f a company's total exhibiting
expenditures and space rental and labor costs are expected to continue to rise higher
(Tanner, 1997).
As indicated by Tradeshow Week poll (Tradeshow Week. 2001c), 39 percent of
exhibitors identified that space rental rates rose the most, followed by exhibit
design/fabrication (31 percent). Moreover, a total 92 percent o f respondents who
participated in another Tradeshow Week poll believed that the company with the larger
booths expressed the more market power (Tradeshow Week, 2 00Id).
Second, a tradeshow's unique environment causes other challenges to selling
effectiveness. Getting the attendees’ attention is difficult because exhibitors usually have
only about 3.5 seconds to attract the attendee (Weylman, 1992). Additionally, because of
the crowded tradeshow environment, salespeople usually do not have enough time to give
to each attendee. “During this short period time, booth personnel must initiate contact,
open the sales call, qualify and identify attendee’s needs, present products and services,
close the sales call, and record results. This unique circumstance requires an experienced
exhibitor who is skilled in asking smart questions and answers to satisfy the attendees’
needs’’ (Herbig & O ’Hara, 1993, p. 19).
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Third, Bonoma (1983) mentioned that many firms have a problem or incapability
to quantify the retum on their tradeshow investment. Sashi & Perretty (1992) addressed
that this problem was most frequent at non-selling tradeshows where the buying process
takes many months and usually involves several people, because the effect o f tradeshow
is minimized and forgotten during long buying process.
Finally, additional disadvantages with “particularly poorly organized or managed
tradeshows (Herbig, et al., 1997, p.370), include: (a) taking salespeople away from their
territories; (b) creating environments that are large, often huge, crowded and confusing:
(c) increasing costs because o f labor and union problems; and (d) proliferating nature of
shows.”
Despite large companies spending enormous amounts o f time and money on
tradeshows, surprisingly little is spent on researching their effectiveness. The show
organizer, either a private management company or government agency, must have
experience in managing and producing a successful domestic or international tradeshow
(Herbig, et al., 1996) to provide a successful tradeshow experience for exhibitors. On the
other hand, before participating in a tradeshow, exhibitors should set their primary
objective.

Unless exhibitors have a solid objective o f what they want to achieve, there is

no other guideline o f evaluating a tradeshow, and no way to determine whether or not a
tradeshow investment was worthwhile. Setting measurable and achievable objectives are
critical guidelines for evaluating tradeshow performance or effectiveness. Table 3 shows
a summary of the most commonly mentioned disadvantages o f tradeshows in industry
research publications.
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Table 3. Disadvantages o f Tradeshow.
Disadvantages o f Tradeshow

3.
4.

Unknow n effectiveness
Difficulty o f m easuring efficiency
High and rising costs o f participation
N egative feeling tow ard tradeshow s

Sashi & Perretty. 1992

1.
2.

Inability to m easure quantifiable retum on investment.
Long period o f buying process at non-selling show

H erbig et al., 1998

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

High and rising cost o f participation
Taking sales people aw ay from their territories
C onfusing, and crow ded environm ent in large show
Labor and union problem
Proliferation and excessive frequency o f shows
High proportion o f sightseers
P oor opinion o f tradeshow s by executives

Bonom a. 1983

1.
2.

Performance Factors
Several studies (Cron & Kerin, 1987; Sashi & Prretty, 1992; Bello & Lohita,
1993; Gopalakrishna & Williams, 1992) discuss ways to measure the effectiveness or
performance o f tradeshows. Without historical data and a company marketing strategy,
assessing tradeshow effectiveness and performance is a complicated task for both
exhibitors and show organizers. Shoham ( 1999) and Bellizzi and Lipps (1984) pointed
out that tradeshow performance and effectiveness can be evaluated after defining the
objective and purpose of participating tradeshow. After setting a measurable tradeshow
objective, tradeshow performance and effectiveness can be accurately measured.
Pre-Show
Com and Kerin (1987) examined tradeshow performance along with selling and
non-selling dimensions. They used thirteen variables that appear to influence tradeshow
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performance for evaluating tradeshow effectiveness. These thirteen variables were
divided into three groups: (a) industry influences, (b) company influences, and (c)
tradeshow strategy influences. Com and Kerin (1987) found significant relationships
between tradeshow performance and for four variables, namely, number o f customer,
number o f products, written objectives, percentage o f horizontal show. The study
findings indicated that successful tradeshow participants displayed a larger number of
products, sold to more customers, obtained written tradeshow objectives, and participated
fewer horizontal shows.
According to Gopalakrishna and Williams' (1992), the type o f show (horizontal vs.
vertical), booth personnel effectiveness, and the size o f the show have the strongest effect
on tradeshow performance. The lead efficiency is higher in vertical shows than
horizontal shows, because vertical show attendees are usually more focused than those at
a horizontal show. And booth personnel effectiveness is an important factor in lead
generation, and lastly, the size o f the show (in terms o f total attendance) and total
expenditure has a significant impact on lead efficiency.
Herbig and O ’Hara (1993) suggested three possible characteristics to increase
tradeshow effectiveness. The three types of characteristics are “attendee characteristics”
(quality and quantity), “event characteristics” (event length, booth size, and booth
location), and “firm specific characteristics” (senior management suppon, pre-tradeshow
planning, budget allocation, booth staffing, training, goal setting, and the number o f
exhibitors).
Dekimpe, et al. (1997) built a model that captures differences in tradeshow
effectiveness across industries, companies, and two countries (United States and United
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Kingdom). Dekimpe, et al. (1997) used attraction effectiveness variables to assess
tradeshow performance. The study found that, in terms o f the tactical decision variables,
companies could better attract their target audience when they spend a larger amount on
pre-show promotions, have a larger booth with more personnel per square foot, and
participate in a vertical rather than a horizontal show.
At Show
Chonko and Tanner (1995) addressed the importance o f booth staff and booth
staff training to increase tradeshow effectiveness. The study found that many attendees
prefer technical staffers in the tradeshow booth. Yet, many exhibitors pay little attention
to tradeshow training because they basically use a “shotgun” approach to all customers.
Employees from each department o f a firm may stand on tradeshow floor to answer
prospect or customers questions about all topics relevant to the product. Sashi and
Perretty (1992) emphasized the quality o f the booth personnel for important factors o f
exhibit success. Booth personnel should keep a professional atmosphere to attract
attendees into the booth and adequate product knowledge being displayed.
Bello (1992) as well as Bello and Lohtia (1993) used four categories o f
information sources (personal in-exhibit, personal out-of-exhibit, non-personal in-exhibit,
and non-personal out-of-exhibit) to determine the factors that affect an attendee behavior.
The study found that personal in-exhibit sources (live-equipment demonstrations and
booth sales people) are a more important source for procurement information than are
personal out-of exhibit (vendor social events, salespeople outside show, own-firm
col’eagues, and other-firm colleagues) and non-personal sources (booth pictures and
signage, static displays, and sales literature). The findings suggested that the exhibitors
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emphasize more the personal in-exhibit source, the personal contact o f salespeople and
demonstrators in booths. The study findings showed that an exhibitor’s staffing practices
are critical to enhancing tradeshow performance.
Gopalakrishna and Lilien (1995) developed a three-stage model of industrial
tradeshow performance. They used three performance measures and tactical variables for
measuring tradeshow performance. Three performance measures are (a) an “attraction
efficiency” (how effectively the booth is able to attract members of its target audience),
(b) “contact efficiency” (performance o f the booth personnel), and (c) “conversion
efficiency” (the ability o f the sales people to tum a contact into a lead). Tactical variables
are attention-getting techniques, pre-show promotions, booth space, personal promotional
variables, number of booth personnel, training o f booth personnel, etc. Their study
showed, in terms o f contact and conversion efficiency, accurate booth staffing is
significant, and training of booth personnel is significant in contact efficiency. This result
showed that the booth personnel training provides approximately fourteen percent in
contact efficiency. Figure 1 illustrates the three stages at a tradeshow and the two types
o f tactical variables at each stage.

Types of Tactical Variables
Impersonal promotional variables
• Attention-getting technique
• Pre-show promotion
■ Booth space
Personal promotional variables
■ Booth personnel training
• Number of booth personnel

r ' Stage: Attraction Efficiency

2"'* Stage: Contact Efficiency

3"* Stage: Conversion Efficiency

Figure 1. Three Stages and Effective Tactical Variables for Each Stage
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Research conducted by CEIR (1997), shows several factors (primarily physical
ones) that influence "exhibit memorability." “Exhibit memorability” is a valuable
measurement for evaluating exhibit success, and is measured by the number o f attendees
who remembered the company’s name, its products, or both after a tradeshow . Nine
factors that generate the “exhibit memorability” are (a) size o f exhibit, (b) product
interest, (c) product demonstration, (d) well-known company, (e) exhibit color/design, (f)
booth personnel, (g) obtained literature, (h) stage/theater presentation, and (i) giveaways.
Post show
Companies need to determine and measure pre- and post-tradeshow levels for the
objectives before they attend the show (Shoham, 1992). Without quantitative and
qualitative objectives, there are no clear measures to determine how well a firm actually
performed at a given tradeshow (Gopalakrishna & Williams. 1992; Poorani, 1996). In
Gopalakrishna et al.’s study (1995), lead generation was the most frequently cited
objective or measurement o f tradeshow effectiveness. In addition, as mentioned above,
various types o f tactical variables such as booth size, attention-getting technique, pre
show promotion, booth space, personal promotional variables, number of booth
personnel, and booth personnel training are needed for accurately assessing tradeshow
eficctiveness. Yet, without careful follow-up measures after the show, the true
evaluation o f tradeshow effectiveness (Gopalakrishna & Williams, 1992) cannot be
completed.
Figure 2 shows the most frequently mentioned tactical variables that affect
tradeshow performance at each stage o f a tradeshow—before the show, at show, and after
the show.
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Activities A fleeting E ffectiveness

Stage o f the Show

Pre-Show

Show objective setting
Target Audience (quality and quantity)
Pre-show prom otion (direct m ail, personal
invitation)
Types o f show (vertical vs. horizontal)
Num ber o f products exhibited
Budgeting

At Show

Exhibit M em orability
Exhibit efficiency (booth size, location.
color, etc.)
Personal perform ance (booth personnel
effectiveness)
Literature and prom otion, give-aw ay

Post-Show

■
•
•

Post-show prom otion
Show audit
Follow-up o f contacts/leads

■

Figure 2. Performance Factors at Each Tradeshow Stage

International Tradeshow
International tradeshows have received increased attention as firms explore entry
into foreign markets (Hansen, 1999) because they make direct contact with a large
number o f potential buyers without the initial expense o f foreign representatives
(Gopalakrishna & Williams, 1992; Herbig et el., 1993). Barksdale & Bello (1986) stated
that thousands o f foreign attendees and exhibitors attend major shows, and they are often
decision makers who locate new suppliers and examine products not available in their
countries. The environment o f international tradeshow can influence attendees to spend
more amounts of time at the tradeshow floor (Hansen, 1999). International tradeshows

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

24

are a popular international communication and marketing tool because they allow
international buyers to see products and allow sellers to generate international customer
contacts, learn about customers’ needs, and generate and meeting with foreign
governments officials (Rice. 1992).
Many companies are increasingly attending international tradeshows because
these medium allows both international buyers and sellers to access products relatively
inexpensively. With this advantage, given the importance o f tradeshows and their unique
characteristics, exporters use international tradeshows to promote products in foreign
markets (Shoham. 1999).
In the Dekimpe et al. (1997) study, tradeshow attendees in the United States and
United Kingdom seem to behave differently. Since different performance benchmarks
should be used when participating in different countries, a simple transfer o f the
evaluation rules used in one country might be inappropriate when applied to tradeshows
elsewhere. Another study (Kijewski, Yoon, & Young, 1993) supported these findings.
The research finds that attendance, lead generation performance and show environment
are more important in domestic shows, while marketing synergy and staffing are more
important at international shows. Kijewski et al. (1993, p.65) stated “The international
business setting is broader, more complex, and potentially more unstable than the
domestic environment because o f the heterogeneity o f culture, needs, and other market
variables.” Thus, problems such as “language, culture, legal code and economic
difference, and political considerations are additional factors that companies should
consider before they enter into international relationships” (Kijewski et al. 1992, p.63),
and these factors create difficulties in a company’s business relationships. Yet,
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tradeshows offer international firms the opportunity to gather vital information quicker,
easier, and cheaper than any other sources (Balogh & Sharland. 1996).
Barksdale and Bello’s (1986) study found that exhibitors who have
knowledgeable personnel have less difficulty in communicating with foreign attendees
and buyers. They stated language barriers and social and cultural differences as common
reasons for disturbing information exchange between buyers and sellers. In addition,
they suggested that social and cultural diversity and communication problems cause
misunderstandings o f norms and values, and these problems are only reduced by having
staff with a cross-cultural experience and knowledge, which could only be obtained by
personal experience and familiarity with international trade procedures.

Exhibitor Education
Tradeshow management understands that long-term business relationships with
exhibitors are a core of their shows, and that recruiting new exhibitors is far more timeconsuming, costly, and challenging (Friedmann. 1999).
Miller (1997, p. 2) points out five common reasons for exhibit failure.
“Exhibitors have: (a) no measurable objectives, (b) focus too much of their invested time
and money on the booth, (c) lack support from upper management, (d) lack
understanding o f how shows fit into their overall sales and marketing objectives, and (e)
nobody ever taught them how to exhibit.” In addition to M iller’s five reasons for failure,
exhibitors often think they know what they are doing when in reality they do not. This
arrogance is a major contributor to why they do not read newsletters or exhibitor manuals
and do not attend training seminars.
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Also, show managers, who participated in Tradeshow W eek’s 10“’ annual sur\ ey
o f exposition managers and their operational policies, advised exhibitors on how to
improve results at tradeshows. They suggested few essential strategies, including (a)
setting goals, (b) training booth staff, (c) following-up on leads, (d) learning how to
exhibit successfully, and (e) taking advantage o f advertising and marketing opportunity
(Mather, 2000b).
Exhibitor as a Customer
From the show manager’s perspective, the exhibitor is the consumer. .According
to Miller (1999), a successful exhibitor is a loyal exhibitor (consumer). Because very few
exhibitors can prove the retum on investment their corporations receive from exhibiting,
a perceived value of tradeshow often cannot meet companies’ investment and expectation,
and show management is at risk for losing its existing exhibitors.
Consumer information and education programs have been suggested as public
policy alternatives to regulation for improving consumer and marketplace efficiency (Fast,
Frisbee, & Vosburgh, 1989). Fast et al., (1989) suggested that consumer education could
improve consumers’ information acquisition and use skills. They addressed many
consumer education courses that emphasize benefits to be derived from engaging in pre
purchase information searches, attempting to help consumers become more effective in
their search activities, and in evaluating the relative merits o f various information sources.
Thorelli (1978) defined the education as a generic material such as “how to.” On the
other hand, material relating to specific products or services, without generalizing among
purchase alternatives, was termed as “information.” Fast et al., ( 1989) suggested that
consumer education creates awareness o f and preference for information that would be
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expected to increase the amounL o f time consumers spend seeking information and
improves the efficiency with which consumers handle information.
Oumlil and Williams (2000) stated consumer education could be an effective and
viable tool in marketing strategies. McNeal (1978, p.51) mentioned the advantages of
viewing consumer education as part o f a competitive strategy to “(a) help obtain and keep
satisfied customers, (b) contribute to the favorable attitude formed among consumers
toward a product or company, and (c) help reduce confrontations with consumer
advocates.” Oumlil and Williams (2000) proposed that outcomes o f consumer education
will be increased purchasing power resulting form more effective buying, and personal
satisfactions resulting from improved decision making under changing situations.
Benefits o f Exhibitor Education
According to Tradeshow week (Mather, 2000b), the exhibitor retention rates were
an average o f 81 percent for the largest show in a fixed site, and 79 percent for the largest
show in a rotating site. According to this report, even the largest show loses almost 20
percent o f its exhibitors every year. It is easy to imagine that the small show will lose
even more o f its exhibitors every year. A 29 percent o f show managers who responded to
Tradeshow Week poll said that they would never regain the lost exhibitors. Other 21
percent believed that it would take at least three or more years to regain the lost
exhibitors (Tradeshow Week, 2001). Also, another Tradeshow Week poll (2001) revealed
that a total o f 64 percent (18 percent increase from 1999) of show managers said
competitive shows are their best resources for finding a new exhibitors.
Miller (1997, p. 78) stated, “Exhibitor education is one o f the most effective ways
to change this situation and one that show managers can control.” Thus, according to
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Miller ( 1997) and Freidmann (1996), educating exhibitors about the value of the
tradeshow is the first step the show manager can do in creating a successful exhibitor.
Freidmann (1996) suggests that exhibitor education sessions can create an awareness of
problems and what needs to be done at future tradeshows. The responsibility for a
successful tradeshow lies with both the exhibitor and show management.
Providing exhibitor education is beneficial for the exhibitor, attendee, and the
show manager. The exhibitor gets valuable “how to” lessons for increasing on-site sales.
The attendees will be more satisfied because o f dealing with professional exhibitors, and
show managers will get more exhibitors and attendees to register for future tradeshows
(Kern, 1990).
M iller (1997) suggested that show management needs a structured, ongoing
exhibitor education program, especially for first time exhibitors. Satisfied exhibitors will
become a sales force for show management by referring the show to potential new
exhibitors. For the results o f exhibitor education, the annual exhibitor turnover rate may
drop, thus the costs for replacing exhibitors will be minimized.
Show management concerned about strong relationships with exhibitors should
support or educate exhibitors with valuable show information such as effectiveness o f
pre-show promotion, boothmanship, and historical attendee profiles. Exhibitor education
is a direct benefit to both the exhibitors and the show management as a cost-effective way
to keep good relationships between two parties.
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Types o f Exhibitor Education
M iller (1997) suggested that different education methods are needed for different
types o f exhibitors. The experienced exhibitor with over a thousand square foot space
will not require the same information as a new, 100-square-foot exhibitor. However,
exhibitor education programs are usually provided as “one-size-fits-all." rather than
tailored to the specific needs of each exhibitor (Kern, 1990). Show management should
offer a variety o f education programs to match different exhibitors’ needs.
Kern (1990) described a few exhibitor education programs: (a) the exhibit sales
training seminar (focuses on developing the skills necessary to create a selling
environment), (b) the exhibitor marketing strategy seminar (raises awareness of the
unique requirement o f show selling in contrast to routine field sales techniques), and (c)
specialized sessions offered by an education company (historical audience statistics,
follow-up program, and post-show promotion).
A total o f 54 percent o f respondents o f Tradeshow W eek poll preferred to have
sessions in the form o f a presentation by tradeshow industry experts that emphasize the
tradeshow industry general business topics (Tradeshow Week. 2001b).
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CHAPTER III

METHODOLOGY
The objective o f this study is to measure the overall perceived importance score
o f educational information for the North American and Non-North American exhibitors
at CES and different perceptions toward the information between the exhibitors. The first
step in the investigation is to identify the educational information considered to be
important to both North American and Non-North American exhibitors. The second step
is to compare perceptions toward educational information needs by demographic
variables.
This section will describe research hypotheses, sample selection, questionnaire
design, and data analysis.

Research Hypotheses
Specific research hypotheses related to the above objectives are presented as
follows:
Hypothesis 1: Difference in the perceived importance between North American and NonNorth American exhibitors.
■

H |.|: There are significant differences in the perceived importance o f sales and

marketing training between North American and Non-North American exhibitors.

30
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■ H}-2 : There are significant differences in the perceived importance o f general
show information between North American and Non-North American exhibitors.
■ Hio: There are significant differences in the perceived importance o f education
between North American and Non-North American exhibitors.
■ H | 4 There are significant differences in the overall satisfaction with the CES
between North American and Non-North American exhibitors.
Hypothesis 2: Difference in the perceived importance by demographic variables (booth
size, show experience, number o f staff).
■ H?.| There are significant differences in the perceived importance o f sales and
marketing training by demographic variables.
■ H 2 -2 : There are significant differences in the perceived importance o f general
show information by demographic variables.
■

H 2 .3 ,

There are significant differences in perceived importance o f education by

demographic variables.
■

H 2 U There are significant differences in the overall satisfaction with the CES
by demographic variables.

Hypothesis 3: Correlation between the perceived importance and overall satisfaction.
■ H 3 . 1; There are significant correlations between the perceived importance o f the
sales and marketing training and the overall satisfaction with the CES.
■ H 3 .2 ; There are significant correlations between the perceived importance o f the
general show information and the overall satisfaction with the CES.
■

H 3 -3 : There are significant correlations between the perceived importance o f
education and the overall satisfaction with the CES.
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Hypothesis 4: Correlation in the perceived importance.
■

H4 -1 : There are significant correlations between the perceived importance o f the

sales and marketing training and the education
■

H4 . 2 : There are significant correlations between the perceived importance o f the

general show information and the education.

Research Hypotheses Schema

H 1; Non- North Am erican / N orth Am erican

HI

HI

HI

Sales &
M arketing
Training

H I

H3
Overall
Satisfaction

H3

'H4

H3

H4
Education

General show
Inform ation

H2

HI

H4

H2

H2

H2

H2: D em ographic Inform ation (booth size, num ber o f staff, show experience)

Figure 2. Schema o f Research Hypothesis
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Survey Instrument
This study used a self-administered four-page survey questionnaire, including
cover letter explaining the purpose o f the study and stating that the survey is voluntary
and confidential, developed for this study to identify the educational topics that exhibitors
need (See Appendix A).
The survey instrument for this study was divided into three parts. The first and
second parts o f the survey asked questions to assess the different educational needs o f
exhibitors. In order to identify the educational topics that exhibitors’ need, actual
existing education sessions offered by Exhibitor Show 2001, a tradeshow for the
tradeshow professionals, literatures related to the tradeshow operations for demographic
information (such as booth size, number o f staff, show experience and geographic
location) industry expert’s opinions were reviewed. Those attributes were divided into
three groups: (a) four questions on sales related education, (b) fourteen questions on
marketing related education, and, (c) thirteen items on general show information. The
first part asked about exhibitors’ preferences o f education level, and types as well. The
third part asked general demographic questions such as nationality, exhibit frequency at
specific shows, booth size, number o f international shows attended in the last five year,
and the number o f national shows attended in the last five year.
This study used a self-report approach involving a paper and pencil questionnaire.
The main type of scale utilized in the questionnaire was a 5-point Likert scale (ranging
from one (I) being “not at all important” to five (5) being “ very important”) and the
respondents were asked to indicate their preferences by checking the appropriate answer.
Likert scales are popular for measuring attitudes because they are simple to administer
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(Zikmund, 2000). For the questions about demographic and educational level and type,
categorical scales were used.

Pilot Test
The purpose o f the pilot test is to assess the validity and clarity o f the
questionnaire to respondents. After developing a sample questionnaire, a pilot test was
conducted to check possible questionnaire errors or faults. This pilot test was conducted
with three University o f Nevada, Las Vegas graduate students, ten actual CES exhibitors,
one industry expert, and this thesis' committee members. The outcome led to several
changes to the wording, scale usage, and layout to improve overall respondent
comprehension.

Sampling Strategy
This study employed a convenience sample best utilize for exploratory research
(Zikmund, 2000). In order to find an available sample population, several international
tradeshows in Las Vegas were considered. The International Consumer Electronics
Show (International CES) was considered as potential sample frame for the study because
it is the largest and the most recognized international tradeshows in Las Vegas, and
International CES was held at a convenient time for data collection. International CES
was held January

6

through January 9, 2001, at the Las Vegas Convention Center, Sand

Expo, Las Vegas Hilton, and Alexis Park. International CES is a largest annual
tradeshow for consumer technology. According to the Consumer Electronics Association
(CEA), International CES 2001 had 1,800 exhibitors from the United States as well as
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various foreign countries. International CES 2001 projected the attendance o f 126,730
people from all over the United States and more than 100 foreign countries. The first
International CES took place in New York City in June o f 1967 ( www.cesweb.org).
With the help o f CEA, the survey questionnaires were sent out to the 1.591 CES
exhibitors by mail on February 6 , 2001, one month after the show. The mailing yielded
197 responses from 13 different countries for a response rate o f 12.38 percent.

Data Analysis
The demographic information was summarized by frequency o f response and
percentage to provide a description o f the sample responding to the survey.
In order to evaluate the reliability o f the survey instrument used, Cronbach’s
coefficient alpha was calculated to measure the scale’s internal consistency and indicate
the degree to which each item within the scale was related to each other.
For analysis o f the demographic information, descriptive analysis was used to
tabulate the results.
A t-test, Analysis o f variance (ANOVA), Pearson’s correlation were used for
testing projected hypotheses for this study. An analysis o f variance (ANOVA) and t-test
were performed to investigate the statistical difference between education contents in
sales, marketing, and general show information and demographic variables.
Using t-test and ANOVA, hypotheses will be tested at the 95 percent significance
level (a =.05). The Scheffe Post-Hoc tests were used since it is a conservative method o f
testing for significance o f differences. All statistical analyses o f data were performed
using the SPSS (statistical package for social science) version 10.0.
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C H A P T E R IV

RESU LTS

In this chapter, the results o f the study are described and discussed. This chapter is
divided into four sections. The first discusses the demographic information collected
from responses o f the study. The second presents the overall descriptive results o f the
perceived importance o f sales and marketing training and general show management.
The third section discusses the results o f the hypotheses tests, using t-test and ANONA
with the Scheffe post hoc multiple-comparison, and the statistical differences between
interested variables and demographic variables: sales and marketing training and general
show management, importance level o f education, and overall satisfaction o f the
respondents and demographic information. Pearson correlation among interested
variables is also discussed in this final section.

Descriptive Analysis for Demographic Information
The number o f respondents was 197, comprising o f 63 respondents (31.98%) who
came from outside o f North America and 134 respondents (68.02%) who came from
North America. Demographic information o f respondents in terms o f gender, age,
education level, and number o f staff members is presented in Table 4.

36
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Table 4. Demographic Variables bv North American and Non-North American
Exhibitors
Region
Demographic
Variable

Gender

Age

Education Level

Number of Staff

Category

Total

Female

48 (36.36)

Non-North
American
N* (%)
13 (20.63)

Male

84 (63.64)

50(79.37)

134(68.72)

Sub-total

132(100)

63(100)

195(100)

>30

47 (35.34)

18 (29.03)

65 (33.33)

31-40

36 (27.07)

29 (46.77)

65 (33.33)

41-50

31 (23.31)

12(19.35)

43 (22.05)

51-60

17(12.78)

3 (4.84)

20(10.26)

61 <

2(1.5)

0(0)

2(1.03)

Sub-total

133 (100)

62(100)

195 (100)

High School

5 (3.73)

3 (4.84)

8 (4.08)

2-year College

13 (9.7)

3 (4.84)

16(8.16)

Some College

20(14.93)

3 (4.84)

23 (11.73)

College Graduate

68 (50.75)

25 (40.32)

93 (47.45)

Graduate College

28 (20.9)

28(45.16)

56 (28.57)

Sub-total

130(100)

62(100)

196(100)

1

1 (0.75)

3 (4.76)

4 (2.03)

2-4

50 (37.31)

39 (61.9)

89 (45.18)

5-7

37(27.61)

14(22.22)

51 (25.88)

8<

46 (34.33)

7(11.11)

53 (25.9)

Sub-total

134(100)

63 (100)

197(100)

North American
N* (%)

61 (31.28)

* n: total number of responses.

Gender and Age
The majority o f respondents was male (68.72%), the Non-North American group
comprising o f more male (79.37%) respondents. More than one third (35.34%) o f
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respondents from North America was less than 30 years old, followed 27.07 percent
between the ages o f 31 to 40, and 23.31 percent between the ages of 41 to 50 respectively.
Almost half (46.77%) o f the Non-North American respondents were between 31 to 40
years o f age, followed 29.03 percent aged 30 or less and 19.35 percent between the ages
o f 41 to 50, respectively.
Education
Almost half (47.45%) of the total respondents had bachelor’s degrees. College
graduates were more than half (50.75%) o f respondents from North America, and 20.9%
had M aster’s degrees. College graduates were 40.32 percent o f the Non-North American
respondents and 45.16 percent had M aster’s degrees. The education level o f Non-North
American respondents was slightly higher than the ones from North America. O f the
Non-North American respondents, 85.48% had College degrees.
Number of Staff in Booth
More than half (61.9%) o f respondents from outside North America had 2 to 4
staff members, followed by 5 to 7 staffs (22.22%), and 8 or more staffs (11.11 %),
respectively. O f the North American exhibitors, 37.31% had 2 to 4 staffs, 34.33% had 8
or more staffs, and 27.61% had 5 to 7 staffs per booth. North American respondents had
somewhat more staff members per each booth. It seemed that travel and accommodation
costs for extra staff members were critical for the Non-North American respondents.
Show Experience
A profile o f respondents in terms o f their industry experience is presented in
Table 5. For the show experience in the United States, 70 (52.24%) out o f 134 exhibitors
from North America had exhibited nine or more times or more in the United States
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during last five years, and 36 (57.14%) out o f 63 exhibitors from outside o f N orth
America had exhibited one to five times. However, 50.76 percent o f respondents from
North America had never exhibited outside o f the United States. In addition, Non-North
American exhibitors were evenly distributed among responses. For CES experience. 39.1
percent o f exhibitors from North America attended the CES every year, and 38.09
percent o f exhibitors from outside o f North America had not had any CES experience at
all.
Preferred Exhibitor Education Level and Timing
The education related variables by North American and Non-North American
exhibitors are presented in Table 6. In terms o f preferred education level, respondents
from both North America and outside o f North America preferred advanced level o f
exhibit education for themselves and intermediate level for their staffs. In addition, both
North American and Non-North American preferred to have exhibitor education six to
twelve months before the show. There were a few other suggestions, which includes one
day prior to show, ongoing training with emphasis on before the show, one to three
weeks before the show, and few days before the show.
Acmally, CES offered two exhibitor education sessions at the show, but only
18.23 percent o f respondents recognized the availability o f the education sessions.
Among 35 (18.23%) respondents, only seven respondents remembered the correct
number o f exhibitor training sessions.
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Table 5. Show Experience Related Category by North American and Non-North
American Exhibitors
Region
North
American
N* (%)

Non-North
American
N* (%)

Total

Never

3 (2.24)

11 (17.46)

14(7.1)

1-2

13 (9.7)

18 (28.57)

31 (15.74)

3-5

25(18.66)

18(28.57)

43(21.83)

6-8

23(17.16)

6(9.53)

29(14.72)

9<

70 (52.24)

10(15.87)

80(40.61)

Sub-total

134(100)

63(100)

197(100)

Never

67 (50.76)

11 (17.46)

78 (40.0)

1-2

21 (15.9)

9(14.29)

30(15.38)

3-5

22(16.67)

10(15.87)

32(16.41)

6-8

5 (3.79)

14(22.22)

19(9.74)

9<

17(12.88)

19(30.16)

36(18.46)

Sub-total

132(100)

63(100)

195(100)

Never

11 (8.27)

24 (38.09)

35 (17.86)

1

23 (17.29)

10(15.87)

33 (16.83)

2

22 (16.54)

12(19.05)

34(17.35)

3

17(12.78)

8(12.70)

25(12.76)

4

8 (6.02)

2(3.17)

10(5.1)

5

52 (39.1)

7(11.11)

59(30.1)

133(100)

63(100)

196(100)

Personal Experience Category

Exnerience in US

Exnerience Outside of US

Experience in CES in Last 5 vears

Sub-total
* n: total number of responses.

Booth Size Distribution and Preferences o f Exhibitor Education Format
Table 6 and Table 7 summarize a booth size distribution and preferences of
exhibitor education format by two regions. More than half (51.67%) o f Non-North

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

41

American respondents had a 10x10 booth, and 31.67 percent had a 200 to 400 square feet
size booth. More than one third (37.87%) o f North American respondents had a 200 to
400 square feet size booth, 17.42 percent had 100 square feet, and 16.67 percent had 401
to 1,000 square feet.
Table 8 presents the preferred format o f education. North American respondents
preferred written material (79), lecture (60), and e-mail/mail (48) for the form of the
exhibitor education. Non-North American respondents preferred written material (29),
internet based education (23), and e-mail/mail (21) for the form o f the exhibitor education.
Few other suggestions for education format were one on one training, conference call
chat with experienced exhibitors, hands on experience, and observation.

Table 6. Booth Size Distribution bv North American and Non-North American
Exhibitors (so feet)
100

200-400

4011,000

1,0012,000

2,0013000

3,0014,000

4,0015,000 <
5,000

N(%)

N(%0

N (%)

N (%)

N (%)

N (%)

N(%)

N (%)

N (%)

Non-North
American

31
19
(51.67) (31.67)

5
(8.33)

2
(3.33)

0
(0.0)

1
(1.67)

2
(3.33)

60
(100)

North
American

23
50
22
(17.42) (37.87) (16.67)

12
(9.09)

0
(0.0)
7
(5.3)

8
(6.06)

2
(1.5)

8
(6.06)

132
(100)

54
27
69
(28.13) (35.94) (14.06)
N: total number of responses.

14
(7.29)

7
(3.65)

8
(4.17)

3
(1.6)

10
(5.21)

192
(100)

Total
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Exhibitors
Region

Basic

5 (3.85)

Non-North
.American
N (%)
5 (7.94)

Intermediate

39 (30.0)

20(31.75)

59(30.57)

Advanced

65 (50.0)

32 (50.79)

97(50.26)

No opinion

21 (16.15)

6 (9.52)

27 (13.99)

Sub-total

130(100)

63(100)

193 (100)

Basic

15(11.54)

5(8.19)

20(10.47)

69 (53.08)

28 (45.9)

97(50.78)

27 (20.77)

22 (36.07)

49 (25.65)

19(14.61)

6 (9.84)

25(13.11)

Sub-total

130(100)

61 (100)

191 (100)

1 year advance

5(3.73)

3 (4.84)

8 (4.08)

1-3 months advance

21 (15.67)

12(19.35)

33 (16.84)

3-6 months advance

16(11.94)

10(16.13)

26(13.27)

6-12 month advance

64 (47.76)

29 (46.77)

93 (47.45)

At show

12 (8.96)

6 (9.68)

18(9.18)

Other

16(11.94)

2 (3.23)

18(9.18)

Sub-total

134(100)

62(100)

196(100)

Yes

23 (17.56)

12(19.67)

35(18.23)

No

108 (82.44)

49 (80.33)

157(81.77)

131(100)

61(100)

192(100)

Category

Education

Preferred
Education
Level for
Exhibit
Manager

Intermediate
Preferred
Advanced
Education
Level for Staff No opinion

Preferred
Education
Timing

Awareness of
Education

Sub-total

North American
N (%)

Total

N: total number of responses.
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Table 8. Frequency o f the Preferred Format o f Education
Video
/Audio

E-mail
/Mail

Other
option

Total

19

16

21

6

63

5

4

5

3

7

39

60

41

34

48

6

1

5

2

4

6

3

7

108

62

76

60

50

69

12

Written
material

Internet
based

Non-North
American

29

23

16

Rank

1

2

North
American

79

Rank
Total

Lecture CD-Rom

134

197

Show Satisfaction and Importance o f Education
Table 9 shows the mean values o f show satisfaction and importance o f exhibitor
education by North American and Non-North American respondents. For the overall
CES satisfaction. North American respondents had a little bit higher mean score (3.77)
than Non-North American respondents. In contrast, Non-North American respondents
had a higher mean score (3.76) for the importance of education.

Table 9. Mean Value o f Importance o f Education and Show Satisfaction bv North
American and Non-North American Exhibitors
Region

Education

Satisfaction

Mean
N
(Responses)
Mean
N
(Responses)

North American

Non-North American

Total

3.65

3.76

3.68

133

63

196

3.77

3.60

3.72

133

60

193
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Overall Descriptive Analysis o f Perceived Importance
The frequencies o f the sales training, marketing training, and general show
information items in terms o f perceived importance are summarized in the following
section. Ranks of importance are assigned from the highest mean (5-very important) to
the lowest ( 1-not at all important).
Perceived Importance o f Sales Training
There are no differences between two geographic locations in terms o f perceived
importance of sales training. Both North American and Non-North American
respondents considered that 3 out o f 4 items (personal booth sales techniques, training the
booth personnel, and live demonstration) are very important, but temporary exhibit staff
is not considered as an important education item. The frequencies o f each sales item are
illustrated in Appendix C.
Perceived Importance o f Marketing Training
There are no differences betv/een two geographic locations in terms o f perceived
importance of marketing training. Appendix C illustrates frequencies o f the perceived
importance of 14 marketing training variables. Respondents perceived that pre-show
promotion, follow-up on lead, booth design/display, and industry trend were very
important. 71.6 percent o f respondents perceived the follow-up customer lead as a very
important item. They considered exhibit budget, booth design with limited budget,
setting objectives, and brand building as important factors for their education topics.
Giveaways, attendee profiles, special advertising opportunities, marketing for different
cultures, making small booth pay-off, and sponsorships were considered as somewhat
important education topics.
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There were few other suggestions that include interactive display, packaging and
pricing, attracting attention of attendees, and location o f display.
Perceived Importance o f General Show Information
The frequencies o f the 13 general show information items are summarized in
Appendix C. There are no differences between two geographic locations in terms o f
perceived importance of general show information. Respondents perceived that housing,
booth shipping, move-im'out, and security were very important. They considered ground
transportation, electrical, decorating, and rental/GSC as important factors for their
education items. Air transportation, drayage, labor union regulation, and
liability/insurance items were considered as somewhat important items. Lastly,
respondents regarded language service as an unimportant item.

Test o f Hypotheses
Identifying the Construct for Sales. Marketing Training
and General Show Information
In order to measure the sales and marketing training ( 18 items) and general show
information (13 items), a total 31 items were rated I through 5 based on how important
they were to the exhibitors. Factor analysis using Varimax with Kaiser normalization
was conducted to identify distinct constructs among those items. Table 10 and 12 present
the results o f the factor analysis and indicates that there are five factors in the sales and
marketing training items and four factors in the general show information items. Four
items in the sales and marketing training and one item in the general show information
are not loaded with any other items to be formed as a construct.
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As shown in Table 10 and 12, the five constructs are named as attendee strategy,
sales training, budget & design, performance, and exhibitor strategy for the sales and
marketing training items; and four constructs are named as accommodations, show
operation, protection, and technical support for the general show information items based
on the commonality o f the items’ characteristics.
Reliabilitv Analvsis o f Nine Constructs
Reliability refers to consistency o f measurement: the more reliable a test is, the
more consistent the measure (Crowl, 1996). Although numerous methods are used for
measuring various aspects o f reliability, the internal consistency method is a commonly
used procedure, as it requires the survey only be administrated once. The most widely
accepted measure o f a scale’s internal consistency is Cronbach’s coefficient alpha
(Cronbach, 1951). Basically, this alpha coefficient indicates the degree to which items
within a scale are related to each other. This index can range from 0 to 1. The higher the
alpha coefficient, the higher the internal consistency and reliability. Generally, an alpha
value o f 0.8 or greater is an acceptable level o f reliability, even though Nunnally (1978)
suggested allowing a lower threshold, such as 0.6 or even 0.5, for exploratory work
involves the use o f newly developed scales. Table 11 and 13 show the results o f the
reliability analysis for five constructs o f sales and marketing training and four constructs
o f general show information.
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Table 10. Factor Analvsis: Rotated Component Matrix for Sales and Marketing Training
Factor 1

Factor 2

Factor 3

Factor 4

Factor 5

Attendee
Strategy

Sales
Training

Budget &
Design

Performance

Exhibitor
Strategy

Attendee Profiles of CES

.734

Special Advertising

.813

Marketing Strategies for
Different Cultures

.731

Sponsorship Opportunities

.670

Booth Sales Techniques

.839

Training Booth Personnel

.882

Live Demonstrations

.580

Exhibit Budget

.783

Booth Design/Display

.628

Exhibit Design with
Limited Budget

.844

Follow-up Customer Leads

.844

Setting Show Objectives

.606

Making Small Booth Pay-off

.807

Brand Building

.696

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization,
a Rotation converged in 6 iterations.

Table 11. Reliabilitv for Five Constructs o f Sales and Marketing Training
.Attendee
Strategy

Sales
Training

Budget &
Design

Performance

Exhibitor
Strategy

N of Cases

181

191

186

195

176

N of Items

4

3

3

2

2

Cronbach Alpha (a)

.7342

.6870

.6943

.5279

.4247
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Table 12. Factor Analysts: Rotated Component Matrix for General Show information
Factor I

Factor 2

Show Operation Accommodation
Air Transportation

.827

Ground Transportation

.796
.588

Housing
Drayage

.772

Booth Shipping

.745

M ove-in/out

.728

Labor Union

.562

Factor 3

Factor 4

Protection

Technical
Supports

Liability/Insurance

.738

Security

.780

Decorating

.675

Language Service

.770

Rental/GSC
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization,
a Rotation converged in 9 iterations.

.710

Table 13. Reliabilitv for Four Constructs o f General Show Information
Show
Operation

Accommodation

Protection

Technical
Supports

N of Cases

177

193

189

175

N of Items

4

3

2

3

Cronbach Alpha (a)

.7923

.6866

.6414

.6043

Nine Constructs and Demographic Information bv Two Geographic Regions
To test Hypotheses, t-test was performed to investigate the statistical differences
on the nine factors and two different geographic locations. By using t-test, hypotheses
were tested at 95 percent significant level (a=. 05). The results o f t-test are presented in
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Table 14. The results show that there are significant differences in perceived importance
o f four out o f nine factors, budget and design, performance, exhibitor strategy, and show
operation between North Americans and Non-North Americans. Ranks o f importance are
assigned from not at all important ( 1) to very important (5). North Americans had higher
mean scores for all four items, especially performance (4.4023) and show operation
(4.0000) factors. Figure 3,4, 5 and 6 show the mean values o f perceived importance of
sales and marketing training and general show information by North American and NonNorth American exhibitors.

Table 14. T-test and Mean Values: Four Constructs and North American/Non-North
American Exhibitors
Mean
North American
(n=respondents)

Non-North American
(n=respondents)

t

Sig.

Budget & Design

4.1024
(127)

-2.551

.012*

Performance

4.4023
(133)

3.8192
(59)
3.9597
(62)

-3.909

.000**

Exhibitor Strategy

3.8898
(118)

3.5086
(58)

-3.101

.002**

Show Operation

4.0000
(120)

3.3596
(57)

-5.094

.000**

Training Constructs

* : p<0.05, **: p<0.01
Scale: 5-point L iken scale, not at all important (1) to very important (5).
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Mean Value Comparison o f Sates and Marketing Constructs

5-

4.40

4.5 i

4 16^ 4.09

4.10

4
3.5
3 |

3.06

HL

3.89

3.17

I

Im portance 2.5 -

2
1.5 +
1

0.5 +

0

2

3

4

Sales and Marketing
□ NA

□ Non-NA

1: Attendees Strategy
2: Sales Training
3: Budget & Design
4: Performance
5: Exhibit Strategy

Figure 4. Perceived Importance o f Sales and Marketing Constructs by Exhibitors
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Mean Value Comparison o f General Show Information

4 .5 -|I
4-

4.0
3 73

3.59

3.36

3.37
3.17

3 .5 -

3
Im portance 2 .5 -

2

-

1 .5 -

0 .5 -

General Show Information
□ NA

□ Non-NA

1; Accommodation
2: Show operation
3: Protection
4: Technical Support

Figure 5. Perceived Importance of General Show Information Constructs by Exhibitors
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=
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2
1.5
10 .5 S a le s a n d Marketing

□ NA

□ Non-NA

Figure 6. Mean value o f the Perceived Importance o f Sales and Marketing Constructs

Importance 2 .5 -

G eneral show information

□ NA

□Non-NA

Figure 7. Mean value o f the Perceived Importance o f
General Show Information Constructs
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There are no significant differences on demographic variables, such as booth size,
number o f staff, and show experience, by North American and Non-North Americans. In
addition, no significant differences were found in the perceived importance o f education
and the overall satisfaction with the CES between North Americans and Non-North
American exhibitors.
Nine Constructs and Demograohic Variables
Booth size
One-way analysis of variance (ANC VA) with post hoc Scheffe test was
performed on the nine factors and booth size, and the results o f ANOVA and the each
mean value o f booth sizes are presented in Table 15. The results show that there were
significant differences among different booth sizes in perceived importance o f budget and
design and show operation factors.

Table 15. ANOVA: Budget & Design and Show Operation bv Booth Size
Booth Size (sq feet)
100
Budget &
Design

Show
Operation

200-400 401-1.000

1,000<

Mean

3.9796

3.9394

3.8765

4.3675

N
(Responses)

49

66

27

39

Mean

3.5682

3.8272

3.6354

4.1554

F

Sig.

4.129

.007**

3.869

.010**

N
44
24
68
37
(Responses)
* : p<0.05, **: p<0.01
Scale: 5-point Likert scale, not at all important ( 1) to very important (5 ).
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The SchefTe test was conducted to determine the differences among booth sizes,
but no differences were found in the Scheffe test. Therefore, mean values were used to
compare differences between booth sizes by budget. Booth size o f 1.000 or more square
feet had the highest mean score on both budget & design (4.3675) and show operation
(4.1554).
Number o f staff
The ANOVA was also performed on the nine factors and number o f staff, and the
results o f ANOVA test and mean values on three factors are summarized in Table 16.
The Scheffe test was conducted to determine the differences among number o f staff, but
no differences were found in the Scheffe test. Therefore, mean values were used to
compare differences. The results illustrate that there were significant differences among
staff numbers at booth in perceived importance o f sales training, budget and design, and
show operation. Staff numbering or more had the highest mean scores for all three
factors (sales training, 4.3910; budget and design, 4.3660; and show operation. 4.1458)
among others.

o f Staff
Number of Staff
F
5-7
1-4
8
4.524
Mean
4.0225
4.0800
4.3910
Sales Training
N
89
52
50
3.9341
Mean
4.3660
10.221
3.7823
Budget &
Design
N
86
49
51
3.6114
Mean
3.7554
6.701
4.1458
Show
Operation
N
83
46
48
* : p<0.05, **: p<O.Ol, N= Number of responses
Scale: 5-point Likert scale, not at all important (1) to very important (5).
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Sig.
.012*
.000**
.002**
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Show experience in United States
For the show experience in United States, four factors, attendee strategy, exhibitor
strategy, show operation and technical support had the significant differences among
choices. The ANOVA results and mean scores for experiences in last five years are
presented in Table 17. The Scheffe test was conducted to determine the differences
among show experience, but no differences were found in the Scheffe test. Therefore,
mean values were used to compare differences. The experienced exhibitors had a higher
mean score for exhibitor strategy (3.898) and show operation (3.9183). The exhibitors
with two or less years of experience had highest, mean score in attendee strategy (3.3631 )
and technical support (3.5159).

Table 17. ANOVA: Show Experience in U.S. and Four Constructs
US experience in last 5 years

Attendee
Strategy

Exhibitor
Strategy

Show
operation

Technical
support

Never-2

3-5

6

Mean

3.3631

3.0203

3.0147

N
(Responses)

42

37

102

Mean

3.7195

3.4595

3.8980

N
(Responses)

41

37

98

Mean

3.7171

3.5395

3.9183

N
(Responses)

38

38

101

Mean

3.5159

3.2667

3.1004

N
(Responses)

42

40

93

F

Sig.

3.217

.042*

3.924

.022*

3.119

.047*

3.576

.030*

* : p<0.05
Scale: 5-point Likert scale, not at all important ( 1) to very important (5).
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CES experience
For the CES experience, there were significant differences among responses o f
experience level on two factors, exhibitor strategy and technical support. The ANOVA
results and mean scores for each choice are presented in Table 18. The Scheffe test was
conducted to determine the differences among CES experience, but no differences were
found in the Scheffe test.
Respondents with four to five times CES experiences had the higher mean
(4.3623) score for exhibitor strategy among other choices. Respondents who have never
participated CES had the highest mean score (3.6061) for the technical support factor.

Table 18. ANOVA: Exhibitor Strateev and Technical Support bv CES Experience
CES experience in last 5 years

Exhibitor Strategy

Mean
^
(Responses)

Technical Support

Mean
^

Never

1-3

4-5

3.8429

4.3444

4.3623

35

90

69

3.6061

3.2125

3.0820

_

rC

Sig.

8.938

.000**

4.284

.015*

61
33
80
(Responses)
* : p<0.05, **:p<0.01
Scale: 5-point Likert scale, not at all important ( 1) to very important (5).

Perceived Importance o f Education and Demographic Variables
For the perceived importance o f education, there were significant differences
among responses based on levels o f outside o f U.S. show experience. Table 19 shows
that respondents with three to five times o f outside US show experience had the lowest
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m ean score (3 J 3 ) and respondents with. six. or more times experience had the highest
mean score (3.75).

Exnerience
Outside US experience in last 5 years

Education

Never-2

3-5

6

Mean

3.72

3.53

3.75

N
(Responses)

68

58

69

F

Sig.

3.098

.047*

* : p<0.05
Scale: 5-point Likert scale, not at all important (1) to very important (5).

Correlation Analysis Among Interested Variables
The correlations used for hypotheses testing are reported in this section. As Table
20 shows, perceived importance o f education has significant correlations to all nine
constructs at p<0.01 significant level. Overall CES satisfaction also has significant
correlations to six out o f nine constructs, budget and design, performance, exhibitor
strategy, accommodation, protection, and technical support. Fn addition, perceived
importance o f education has significant correlations to overall CES satisfaction at p<0.01
significant level.
Overall test results o f research hypotheses are presented in Table 21. For the
hypothesis 1, four constructs were supported (Budget and Design, Performance,
Exhibitor Strategy, and Show Operation). For the hypothesis 2, Booth size, number of
staff, U.S. experience, and CES experience were supported. Overall CES satisfaction had
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correlation to six out o f nine constructs, and Importance o f education had correlation to
all nine constructs.

— w .

......... ........................ -

------------ —

-

~

^

W . . W

Satisfaction
Perceived Importance o f
Education

Show Satisfaction

Attendee strategy

.427** (.000)

.123 (.104)

Sales Training

.288** (.0 0 0 )

.030 (.685)

Budget & Design

.217** (.003)

.208** (.005)

Performance

.267** (.000)

.201** (.005)

Exhibitor Strategy

.215** (.004)

.178* (.019)

Accommodation

.274** (.000)

.180* (.013)

Show operation

.262** (.0 0 0 )

.135 (.076)

Protection

.246** (.001)

.150* (.041)

Technical support

.338** (.000)

.199** (.009)

1 .0 0 0

.316** (.000)

.316** (.000)

1 .0 0 0

Education
Satisfaction
* : p<0.05, ** p<0 . 0 1

Table 21. Hvnotheses Testing Results
Number
U.S.
CES
CES
Region Booth
Size of Staff Experience Experience Satisfaction
Attendee Strategy

H4 .,

H2.,

Sales Training

H4.1

Hm

Budget & Design

Hi-i

Performance

H,.,

Exhibitor Strategy

Hi-i

Hm

H2-:
H2-1

H2.1

Accommodation
Show Operation

Hu:

H2-2

H4 .,

H3.,

H4-1

H].|

H4.1

H3.1

H4-2
H4-2

H2.2

Protection
Technical Support

H3.1

H2-2

H2.2

H3.2

H4.2

H3.2

H4.2

Satisfaction
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CHAPTER V

DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS
This chapter presents discussion and recommendations made from the analysis of
the survey results gathered from CES exhibitors. Results drawn from the analysis
presented in Chapter IV o f this study apply to the CES exhibitors. Results are not
intended to be applicable to all exhibitors at tradeshows.

Discussion
Exhibitors
The majority o f respondents (see Table 4) are male (68.72%). under 40 years old
(66.66%) with a college degree or higher (76.02%). More than half (61.9%) of
respondents from outside North America had two to four staff members, and 61.94% of
North American exhibitors had five or more staff per booth (see Table 4). North
American respondents had somewhat more staff members per booth than non-North
American respondents. It is assumed that travel, meals, and accommodation costs for
extra staff members were concerned for the non-North American respondents so they
brought a small number o f staff members. Interestingly, 50.76 percent o f respondents
(67) from North America had never exhibited outside o f the United States. In addition,
38.09 percent of exhibitors from outside o f North America had absolutely no CES
experience. CES had many first-timers from outside o f the U.S. (see Table5). These
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first-timers should be well supported and taken care o f by the CES show management so
that they would be amenable to return for next year’s show.
Exhibitor Education Level. Timing, and Format
In terms o f preferred exhibitor education level, respondents from both North
America and outside o f North America preferred an advanced level o f exhibit education
for themselves (exhibit managers) and an intermediate level for their staff. In addition,
both North Americans and non-North Americans preferred to have exhibitor education
six to twelve months prior to the show (see Table 7). It appears that exhibitors want to be
prepared far in advance, not at the show site.
CES offered two exhibitor education sessions at the show, but only 18.23 percent
o f respondents recognized the existence o f the education sessions (see Table 7).
Moreover, among 35 (18.23%) respondents, only seven (20%) respondents remembered
the correct number of exhibitor training sessions. This fact suggests that CES did a poor
job in marketing to its target exhibitors about the exhibitor education sessions, or the
exhibitors may not have been aware o f the education sessions’ existence. CES
management should be more concerned about informing and promoting the education
sessions to the exhibitors for the benefit o f both parties.
More than half (51.67%) o f non-North American respondents occupied a lO’xlO’
booth, which is the smallest booth (see Table 6). Most o f them may have been from
small companies or simply cost conscious. In this case, CES management should provide
a customized exhibitor education session and service to satisfy the needs and wants o f
these small, non-North American exhibitors.
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North American respondents preferred written material (79), lecture (60), and emai 1/mail (48) for the form o f the exhibitor education. In contrast, non-North American
respondents preferred Internet based education to the lecture format for exhibitor
education (see Table 8). Because o f the long distance and travel expenses, it seems that
non-North American exhibitors prefer Internet based education to lecture. Also, nonNorth American exhibitors prefer written materials for the exhibitor education format.
This may imply that they want to translate education material into their native language
so that they can apply and use it easily and efficiently.
Perceived Exhibitor Education Tonics
There are no differences between the two geographic locations in terms o f
perceived importance o f sales and marketing training and general show information.
Both North American and non-North American respondents considered personal booth
sales techniques, training o f booth personnel, live demonstration pre-show promotion,
follow-up on lead, booth design/display, industry trend, housing, booth shipping, movein/out, and security as very important contents o f education (see Appendix C). The
importance o f these items has been also addressed by other studies (Herbig & O ’Hara.
1993; Sashi & Perretty, 1992; Gopalakrishna & Williams, 1992). Apparently, 71.6% of
respondents perceived the follow-up customer lead as a very important item (see
Appendix C). It seems that exhibitors are aware o f important factors for tradeshow
effectiveness.
The results show that there are significant differences in the perceived importance
o f four out o f nine factors; budget and design, performance, exhibitor strategy, and show
operation between non-North Americans and North Americans (see Table 14). North
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Americans had higher mean scores for all four items, especially performance (4.4023)
and show operation (4.0000) factors (see Figure 4). Many studies (Cavanaugh, 1976;
Bellizzi & Lipps, 1984; Herbig & O ’Hara, 1993; Shoham, 1999) support the performance
construct (this factor includes follow-up on customer leads and setting measurable show
objectives) as a very important factor in tradeshow success, it is probable that non-North
American exhibitors have different values or needs or undervalue its importance more
than North Americans. For the show operation construct (drayage, booth shipping, labor
union regulation, and move-in/out procedure), non-North Americans might
misimderstand and overlook the importance meaning o f these exhibition industry terms.
Demographic Information and Perceived Importance o f Education Topics
Booth Size and Number o f Staff
The results show that there were significant differences among different booth
sizes in perceived importance o f budget and design (exhibit budget, attractive booth
design/display, and booth design with limited budget) and show operation constructs (see
Table 15). Booth size of 1,000 or more square feet had the highest mean score on both
budget and design (4.3675) and show operation (4.1554). Exhibitors with large booths
have more things to consider such as booth shipping, booth design, and show budget;
therefore, they may value more these two constructs over others.
There were significant differences among staff numbers in perceived importance
o f sales training, budget and design, and show operation (see Table 16). Staff numbers of
eight or more had the highest mean scores for all three factors (sales training, 4.3910;
budget and design, 4.3660; and show operation, 4.1458). It implies that exhibitors with
more staff need more booth personnel training. They usually have larger booth space and
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more products to display, so they tend to consider show operational procedures and show
budget and booth design important.
Show Experience
Chonko and Tanner’s (1995) study found that show experience is significantly
related to the exhibitor’s objective in participating in a tradeshow. For the show
experience in the United States, attendee strategy, exhibitor strategy, show operation, and
technical support had significant differences among other factors (see Table 17). The
experienced exhibitors (six or more experiences in the U.S.) considered exhibitor strategy
and show operation important topics. The exhibitors with two or less experiences were
more concerned about attendee strategy and technical support.
For the CES experience, exhibitor strategy and technical support constructs had
significant differences over other choices (see Table 18). The exhibitor strategy implies
that exhibitors are concerned with maximizing their investment in booth space and
building their corporate brand. Respondents with four to five CES experiences had the
higher mean (4.3623) score for exhibitor strategy. The exhibitors who have more
experience in CES than others perceive exhibitor strategy as high. This implies that the
experienced exhibitors place more emphasis on the exhibitor strategy construct that is
closely related to the overall goals o f their own company. Respondents who have never
participated in CES had the highest mean score (3.6061) for the technical support factor.
The technical support includes decorating, language and rental services, and general
service contractors. The exhibitors who have less experience in CES perceive technical
support important. This assumes that the exhibitors without experience in CES
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emphasize the technical part o f the show that is closely related to the overall tradeshow
function.
For the perceived importance o f education, outside o f the U.S. shows e.xperience
had a significant difference (see Table 19). The respondents with three to five outside
U.S. show experiences had the lowest mean score (3.53) and respondents with six or
more experiences had the highest mean score (3.75). This finding may indicate that more
experienced exhibitors consider exhibitor education more important.
Correlation with Nine Constructs
The perceived importance o f education has significant correlations to all nine
constructs and overall satisfaction with CES (see Table 20). Respondents with the higher
show satisfaction with CES rated perceived importance o f exhibitor education higher.
Furthermore, overall CES satisfaction has significant correlations to six out o f nine
constructs; budget & design, performance, exhibitor strategy, accommodation, protection,
and technical support. It can be interpreted that attendee strategy, sales training, and
show operation are not part o f the best measurements o f show satisfaction.

Implications for Management
The discussion suggests that show management needs to market more effectively
its exhibitor education sessions to its target exhibitors. Only 18.23 percent o f
respondents were aware o f the existence o f education sessions. Also, exhibitors prefer to
have exhibitor education sessions six to twelve weeks before the show and in written
format. Before providing education sessions, show management should consider
exhibitors' preferences in education timing and format. Without exhibitors’ participation
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or support in exhibitor education, training sessions would be useless and meaningless,
wasting money and the time o f show management.
Second, the study findings showed that CES had a large numbers o f first-timers
and small exhibitors from outside the United States. In addition, overall mean scores for
the importance of education topics were higher with North Americans than Non-North
Americans with the exception o f attendee strategy and technical support constructs. NonNorth American exhibitors value marketing opportunities and technical show support
information more because they are inexperienced. In addition, they are from small
companies. Thus. CES show management should provide tailored and selected education
sessions and show information to these small, inexperienced exhibitors so that they can
get precious advice and information on how to successfully participate in the tradeshow.
Show management may consider translating exhibitor manuals and exhibitor education
materials into several different languages and use user-friendly terminology to help
increase exhibitor understanding o f tradeshow functions.
Third, according to the study's findings, show management should provide
various exhibitor education topics and levels depending on the exhibit firm’s
characteristics such as booth size, number o f staff, and show experience. The exhibit
firm ’s characteristics have been shown to play important roles in tradeshow performance
in previous studies ( Dekimpe at el., 1997; Gopalakrishna & Lilien, 1995; Herbig &
O ’Hara, 1993).
Forth, to increase show satisfaction, show management should provide exhibitor
education topics in six out o f nine constructs: budget and design, performance, exhibitor
strategy, accommodation, protection, and technical support.
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Last, M iller ( 1997) and Freidmann (1998) suggest show management should
create the long-term relationship with exhibitors by providing exhibitor education.
Exhibitor education can be a differentiating factor among many tradeshows with similar
characteristics.

Limitations
This study has the following limitations. The population o f interest for this study
was exhibitors of the International Consumer Electronic Show (CES). Findings o f this
study should not be generalized to the entire tradeshow industry. Exhibitors were chosen
at convenience by CES show management. For this reason, it is not clear that who fill
out the survey questionnaire whether person from sales department or marketing
department, or, whether manager or staff. It could lead response bias. The data was also
limited to what was measured by the questionnaire. The terminology used in the survey
questionnaire might not be fully understood by non-North Americans; therefore, the
results o f this study can be generalized only to International CES or tradeshows, which
have exhibitors with similar characteristics.
This study did not receive financial support or funding, thus, postage-paid retum
envelops and follow-up letters were not provided to the survey participants at CES for
financial reason. This could have influence the low response ra.e. Also, follow up
survey and letters were not utilized so non-response error could not be minimized.
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Implications for Future Research
This study revealed that exhibitors recognize the importance o f exhibitor
education and have different exhibitor education needs and wants based on their
geographic region, booth size, number o f staff, and show experience. First, since the
sample size o f this study is small, it is hard to find significance by region and other
demographic variables. If a study can provide a larger sample population, then the study
results will be clearer and more supportive.
Second, it is further offered that the types, sizes, and geographic regions o f the
tradeshows may affect the findings from this study. It would be interesting to see if
different types and sizes o f tradeshows have different exhibitor education needs. In
addition, depending on exhibitors’ objectives, the perceived importance o f education will
be different.
Third, if exhibitor education is important to exhibitors’ success, other questions
can be asked to measure the effectiveness o f exhibitor education sessions and its
relationship to tradeshow success.
Forth, another issue that would be o f interest for future research is a comparison
o f show satisfaction levels between participants and non-participants o f exhibitor
education sessions.
Lastly, it would be suggested that future research utilize more open-ended
questions, an in-depth experimental interview method, or different languages to improve
respondent understanding o f the questionnaire.
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A PPEN D IX A

HUMAN SUBJECT PROTOCOL APPROVAL

UNTV
DATE:
TO:

Jamitiy 4,2001
HyunsooPaik
Hotel - Tourism and Convention Admin.
M/S 6023

F R O M :^ Dr. Fred Preston^^j,»*«-'~‘‘V
« Chair, Social/Behavionl Sciemcea Committee
XJNLV Institutional Review Board
RE:

Status oflhimanSui^'ect Protocol Entitled:
“A Dififerent Education Demand Between International and Domestic Exhibitors”
OSP#60Ssl200-I96

This memorandum is official notification that the protocol for the project referenced above has
been reviewed by the Office of Sponsored Programs and has been determined as have having
met the criteria fer exemptitm frmn fbU review by the UNLV human subjects Institutional
Review Board. In compliance with this determination of exemption from fell review, thi«
protocol is approved for a period ofone year 6om the date ofthis notification and work on the
project nucy proceed
Should the use of human subjects described in this protocol continue beyond a year fiom the date
of this notification, it will be necessary to request an extensioa
If you have any questirms or require assistance, please contact the Office of Sponsored Programs
at 895-1357.
cc: OSPFfle
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Hanna Park
C ollege o f Hotel Adm inistration
University o f N evada, Las Vegas
4251 S. Pecos R d .# 107
Las Vegas. NV 89121

January 6. 2001

Dear Intem ational CES Exhibitor:

M y nam e is Hanna Park and I am a graduate student in the C ollege o f Hotel .Administration at the
U niversity o f N evada Las Vegas.

For my m aster’s degree research project. 1 am studying the

different needs o f exhibitor education and know ledge about several operational issues with
attending intem ational trade shows.

The results o f this study will provide valuable inform ation

about understanding exhibitors’ educational needs and will assist trade show m anagem ent in
m axim izing your exhibiting experience.

Your participation in this study is voluntary and your individual responses will be held in strict
confidence.
years.

A ll survey will be stored in a locked cabinet in m y thesis advisor’s office for three

This questionnaire will take approxim ately 10 m inutes o f your time to com plete.

I f you

would like to have a copy o f the study results, please write y o u r e-mail address at the end o f the
questionnaire.

1 will email you a copy o f the results by the end o f the April.

advance for your assistance with my study.

T hank you in

1 greatly appreciate y o u r time and expertise.

If you have any questions regarding the rights o f research subject, please contact U N LV O ffice o f
Sponsored Program s at 702-895-1357.

If you have any questions regarding this research, please

feel free to contact m y thesis advisor. Dr. Curtis Love o r me.

Sincerely,
Hanna Park
G raduate Student
702-456-5825
E-mail: parkh3@ nevada.edu
Fax: 603-590-8269

Curtis Love, Ph.D.
A ssistant Professor at U N LV
702-895-3334

By filling out the attached questionnaire, I acknowledge my understanding of this study and
I agree to participate.____________________________
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This questionnaire asks your opinion about issues r e g a r d i n g your educational needs as an
exhibitor. Your responses will be kept confidential and used for research purposes only.
PART I : In this section, we ask how important do you think each of the f o l l o w i n g t o p i c s o f
EDUCATION are for exhibitors and their staff to maximize their experience at the Intemational
CES. Please c irc le the n u m b e r that best indicates your opinion of the degree of im p o r ta n c e of
each topic.
1
V e ry im p o rta n t

Som ew hat

Im p o rta n t

N ot im p o rta n t

N /A

N o t a t a il i m p o r t a n t

N ot a p p lic a b le

Very
Im portant

SA LES T R A IN IN G

Not at ail
Im portant

N7A

1. Enhance your personal booth sales techniques

S

4

2

I

2. Training your booth personnel to enhance performance

5

4

2

I

3. Effectively using live demonstrations/presentations

5

4

NA

4. Selecting temporary exhibit staff

5

4

NA

M A R K E T IN G TR A IN IN G

Very
Im portant

1. Creating effective pre-show promotional materials
2. Effective memorable giveaways
3. Follow-up on customer leads
4. Generating and following your exhibit budget
5. Creating attractive booth design/display
6. Custom exhibit design on a limited budget
7. Recognizing industry trends
8. How to set measurable show objectives
9. Historical attendee profiles o f CES attendees
10. Special advertising opportunities at CES
11. Exhibit marketing strategies for different cultures
12. Making the small booth pay-off
13. Selecting the right sponsorship opportunities
14. Brand building techniques
15. Other______________________________________

4

NA

4
4

NA

4

NA

4

NA

NA

4

NA

4

NA

4

NA

4

NA

4

NA

4

NA

4

NA

4

NA

4
4

NA
NA

F o r yourself:
Basic

(2

Intermediate

®

.Advanced

X

No opinion

(%,'

Intermediate

(3)

Advanced

C

No opinion

F o r y o u r staff:
(D

Basic

NA

Not at all
Im portant

1. At what ed u catio n al level should educational programs be offered?
(D

NA

2. W hen is the best time to provide exhibitor education for a trade show?

d

O ver I year before a show

3 to 6 months before the show

(2

6 months to 1 year before the show

1-3 months before a show

G

A t the show
O ther opinion (please sp e c ify )____
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3.

W hat form at do you prefer for exhibitor education? (check ail that apply)

(T
2
®
®

Written material (ex. booklets, checklists, etc.)
Internet based education
Lecmre(workshops)
Other (please specify)________________________________

2
3
&

C D -R o m
V id e o /a u d io
E - m a il/m a il

P A R T II: In this section, w e ask how im portant do you think each o f the
INFORMATION T O P IC S IS for you to m axim ize experience at CES?

f o l l o w in g

g e .n e r .a l

Please circle th e n u m b e r

that best indicates your response.
2
V ery im p o rta n t

I m p o rta n t

I

N o t im p o rta n t

S om ew hat

G E N E R A L SH O W IN FO R M A T IO N

im portant

N o t a t a ll i m p o r t a n t

^
“

N /A
N o t a p p lic a b le

N ot at all
im portant

N/A

1. Air Transportation

5

NA

2. Ground Transportation

5

NA

3. Housing (Hotel accommodations)

5

NA

4. Drayage

5

NA

5. Booth shipping

S

NA

6. Move-in/out procedures

5

NA

7. Labor union regulations

5

NA

8. Liability/Insurance requirements

5

NA

9. Security

5

NA

10. Electrical

5

NA

11. Decorating

S

NA

12. Language service (translators/interpreters)

5

NA

13. Rental services/General Service Contractor

5

NA

PART III: In this section, we ask about your company and your trade show experience.

Please circle or

write y o u r answers for each item.
1. Where is your company headquarters?
C ity____________________________
2.

Are you:

Male

Country

Female

3. Your age.
>X’ ____ 30 years and less
X ____ 5 1 - 6 0 years

2)

3 1 - 4 0 years
over 60 years

4 1 - 5 0 years
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4 Your level o f final formal education
X
X

High school graduate
College graduate

2
X

2-year College
Graduate degree

2 _____ Some College

5. Overall, how satisfied are you with your experience at International CES?
5
Very satisfied

4

3

2

1

Satisfied

Somewhat satisfied

Unsatisfied

Not at ail satisfied

6. What are the square feet of your company’s exhibition space (booth size)?
1 ___100 square feet

2 ___200 - 400 square feet

2

4____1,001 - 2,000 square feet

___4 0 1 -1 ,0 0 0 square feet

S ___2,001 - 3,000 square feet

a ____3.001 - 4.000 square feet

X ___4,001 - 5,000 square feet

8____More than 5,000 square feet

7. How many exhibit staff from your company are attending CES?
X

myself only

2

___5 - 7 people

2 ____2 - 4 people
X____8 or more people

8. How many times have you exhibited at trade shows In United States during the last 5 years?
X

Never2

I

-2

2 ___ 3 - 5

X ___ 6 - 8 a

More

than 8

9. How many times have you exhibited at trade show s outside of the US during the last 5 years?
X

Never2

I

- 2

2

3- 5

X ___ 6 - 8

2 ____More than 8

10. How many times have you exhibited at the International CCS in the last 5 years?
X

Never2

I

2 ___ 2

X____3

a____4

o

5

11. How important to you, personally, is exhibitor education for effectively participating in International
CES?
5

4

3

Very important

Important

Somewhat important

2
Not important

1
Not at all important

12. Are you aware o f any exhibitor education offered to exhibitor at CES this year?
1

Yes -> What is the number o f program offered by the CES show management?____

2

No

Thank you for your participation.

If you would like a copy o f the results, please write your email address

here.
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APPENDIX C

FREQUENCIES OF PERCEIVED IMPORTANCE OF SALES.
MARKETING, GENERAL SHOW INFORMATION

Overall Frequency o f the Perceived Importance o f Sales Training Variables

Not at all
Important

Not
Important

Somewhat
Important

Important

Very
Important

Not
Applicable

Total

n (%)

n (%)

n (%)

n (%)

n (%)

n (%)

n (%)

Personal booth
sales
techniques

3(1.5)

8(4.1)

32(16.2)

70 (35.5)

82 (41.6)

2(1.0)

197
(ICO)

Training
booth
personnel

2(1.0)

7 (3.6)

26(13.2)

73(37.1)

88 (44.7)

I (0.5)

197
(100)

Live
demonstration
presentation

4 (2.0)

10(5.1)

44 (22.3)

53 (26.9)

80 (40.6)

6 (3.0)

197
(100)

38(19.3)

52 (26.4)

50 (25.4)

18(9.1)

12(6.1)

27(13.7)

197
(100)

Variables

Temporary
exhibit staff

91
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Overall Frequency o f the Perceived Importance o f Marketing Training Variables

Not at all
Important

Not
Important

Somewhat
Important

Important

Very
Important

Not
.Applicable

Total

n (%)

n (%)

n (%)

n (%)

n (%)

n (“b)

n (%)

Pre-show
promotion

3(1.5)

11 (5.6)

34(17.3)

72 (36.5)

74(37.6)

3(1.5)

197
(100)

Giveaways

12(6.1)

43 (21.8)

71 (36.0)

41 (20.8)

26(13.2)

4(2.0)

197
(100)

Follow-up
customer lead

2(1.0)

0 (0.0)

24(12.2)

29(12.7)

141 (71.6)

1 (0.5)

19-7
(100)

Exhibit budget

4 (2.0)

5 (2.6)

42 (21.4)

77 (39.3)

66(33.7)

2(1.0)

196
(100)

Booth design/
display

2(1.0)

15(2.6)

15(7.7)

84 (43.1)

87(44.6)

2(1.0)

195
(100)

Booth design
w/limited
budget

5 (2.6)

16(8.2)

49(25.1)

77(39.5)

42(21.5)

6(3.1)

195
(100)

Industry trend

0 (0.0)

2(1.0)

31 (15.7)

74(37.6)

89 (45.2)

1 (0.5)

197
(100)

Setting
objective

2(1.0)

9 (4.6)

42(21.3)

88 (43.7)

54 (27.4)

2(1.0)

197
(100)

Attendee
profiles

10(5.2)

43 (22.2)

71 (36.6)

51 (26.3)

18(9.3)

1 (0.5)

194
(100)

13(6.6)

44 (22.3)

73 (37.1)

40 (20.3)

25(12.7)

2(1.0)

197
(100)

16(8.2)

37(18.9)

76 (38.8)

41 (20.9)

20(10.2)

6(3.1)

196
(100)

Make small
booth pay off

7(3.6)

22(11.2)

59 (30.1)

45 (23.0)

48 (24.5)

15(7.7)

196
(100)

Sponsorship

17(8.7)

34(17.3)

65 (33.2)

52 (26.5)

19 (9.7)

9(4.6)

196
(100)

2(1.0)

10(5.1)

47 (24.1)

66 (33.8)

64(32.8)

6(3.1)

195
(100)

Variables

Special
advertising
Marketing for
different
culture

Brand
building
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Overall Frequency o f the Perceived Importance o f General Show Information

Not at all
Important

Not
Important

Somewhat
Important

Important

Very
Important

Not
Applicable

Total

n (%)

n (%)

n (%)

n (%)

n (%)

n (%)

n (®/u)

Air
transportation

17(8.7)

23 (11.8)

57(29.2)

52 (26.7)

44(22.6)

2(1.0)

195
(100)

Ground
transportation

8(4.1)

21 (10.7)

58 (29.6)

59 (30.1)

49 (25)

1 (0.5)

196
(100)

Housing

4 (2.0)

7(3.6)

42(21.4)

71 (36.1)

71 (36.1)

1 (0.5)

196
(100)

Drayage

8(4.3)

6 (3.2)

65 (34.8)

63 (33.7)

38 (20.3)

7(3.7)

187
(100)

Booth
shipping

9 (4.6)

9 (4.6)

38(19.4)

62 (31.6)

74 (37.8)

4(2.0)

196
(100)

Move in/out

5 (2.6)

8(4.1)

38(19.5)

62 (31.8)

80(41.0)

2(1.0)

195
(100)

Labor union

13 (6.7)

23(11.9)

56 (28.9)

55 (28.4)

42 (21.6)

5 (2.6)

194
(100)

Liability
/insurance

7(3.6)

20(10.3)

75 (38.5)

56 (28.7)

33(16.9)

4(2.1)

195
(100)

Security

6(3.1)

12(6.2)

48 (24.7)

61 (31.4)

64(33.0)

3(1.5)

194
(100)

Electrical

5 (2.6)

6(3.1)

46 (23.5)

74 (37.8)

64(32.7)

1 (0.5)

196
(100)

Decorating

6(3.1)

20(10.2)

53 (27.0)

77 (39.3)

37(18.9)

3(1.5)

196
(100)

36(18.6)

48 (24.7)

42 (21.6)

32(16.5)

19(9.8)

17(8.8)

194
(100)

14(7.1)

2 0 (1 0 2 )

61(31.1)

63 (32.1)

31 (15.8)

7 (3.6)

196
(100)

Variables

Language
service
Rental/GSC
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